In spite of the Catholic flavour of this charter, the Protestant Elizabeth I confirmed it when she came to the throne: same power, different heresies -book seizure and book burning were ecumenical.
3 Cardinal Allen, exiled from England by Elizabeth, made the process more efficient. He wrote Admonition to the Nobility and People of England, designed to stir up a revolt to overthrow Elizabeth and intended for release immediately after the success of the Spanish Armada. But when the fleet of His Catholic Majesty King Philip II was crippled and out of cannonballs, no doubt the launch party was cancelled, and Allen burnt his own book -save for a lone copy that came into the hands of an English spy.
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The first publication associated with the Company of Stationers, Iniunctions given by Her Maiestie (i.e., Queen Elizabeth I), reported a sharp turn toward external peer review: 51. Item. because there is a great abuse in the printers of bokes, which for covetousnes regard cheifly not what they print, so thei may have gaine, wherby arriseth great dysorder by publicatyon of unfrutefull, vaine, and infamous bokes and papers: The Quenes maiestie straytly chargeth and commandeth that no manner of person shall print any manner of boke or paper, of what sort, nature, or in what language soeuer it be, excepte the same first be licensed by her maiestie by expresse wordes in writynge or by .vi.
[sic] of her privy counsel, or be perused and licensed by the archbisshops of Cantorbury and Yorke, the Bishop of London, the chancelours of both vnyversities, the bishop being ordinary, and the Archdeacon also of the place where any suche shal be printed, or by two of them, whereof the ordinary of the place to be alwaies one. And that the names of such as shal allowe the same to be added in the ende of every such worke, for a testymonye of the allowaunce thereof.
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Namely, for a book to be printed it had to be read and approved by an outside source -in other words, the injunction insisted that potential books be peer reviewed. Debrett's Peerage and Baronetage, which I claim to be definitive upon this point, 6 proclaims that the archbishops of Canterbury and York, as well as the bishop of London (all of whom are lords spiritual and sit in the House of Lords) are 'peers of the kingdom.' Thus the earliest peer review in England was literally undertaken by peers of the realm. Note, though, that the review and approval for publication was by no means anonymous: the reviewers' names had to be printed in the back of the book. Today we no longer make such things public. However, from whom do all the blurbs come that we proudly display on backboards and in catalogues?
peer review and the index in catholic countries
There is a long history in the Catholic Church of voluntary submission to peer review. St. Ambrose decided to send a work to Bishop Sabinus for examination and correction, 7 and not to publish it without approval. St. Augustine submitted Libri Quattor Contra Duas Epistolas Pelagianorum to Pope Boniface I for correction and approval, stating, 'These words which, as I said, I am writing in answer to those two letters of theirs in respect of that argument, I have determined to address especially to your sanctity, not so much for your learning but for your examination, and if by chance anything should displease you, for your correction.' In terms of formal, required review, Elizabeth's measure reflected those taken in Catholic Europe, and naturally so. In a bitter war of words over the state of souls, books could easily end up in trouble for one of two reasons. First, books might simply attack all that you hold sacred. Or they could try to defend what you hold as sacred but contain errors due to ignorance. The former could not be tolerated, but the latter could be avoided by vigorous review of texts. A further development recognized that even though the stationers in Protestant England (and Catholic authorities elsewhere) might seize offending books, it was unlikely that all copies could be rounded up. Thus, following what we might in modern times call 'Synod 1559,' though which is better known to historians as the Council of Trent, the first list of banned books, the Index Librorum Prohibitorum, was published.
The Index did not come out of the blue. Indeed, an early version had been published in 1557 but was withdrawn and reissued two years later (revised and expanded, perhaps?). The Council of Trent affirmed the decree of the Fifth Lateran Council (1512-7) in matters pertaining to books. At that council, Leo X wrote, 'It is certainly possible to obtain without difficulty some learning by reading books' and that books 'permit minds to devote themselves very readily to scholarly studies.' He enjoined, though, that to prevent what has been a healthy discovery for the glory of God, the advance of the faith, and the propagation of good skills, from being misused for the opposite purposes and becoming an obstacle to the salvation of Christians, we have judged that our care must be exercised over the printing of books. . . . We therefore establish and ordain that henceforth, for all future time, no one may dare to print or have printed any book or other writing of whatever kind in Rome or in any other cities and dioceses, without the book or writings having first been closely examined, at Rome by our vicar and the master of the sacred palace, in other cities and dioceses by the bishop or some other person who knows about the printing of books and writings of this kind and who has been delegated to this office by the bishop in question, and also by the inquisitor of heresy for the city or diocese where the said printing is to take place, and unless the books or writings have been approved by a warrant signed in their own hand, which must be given, under pain of excommunication, freely and without delay. Even Leo's declaration was not new. In 1479, the University of Cologne required that all printers in the city first submit manuscripts to the rector. The Prince-Bishop of Würtzburg, Rudolf II von Scheerenberg, insisted in 1482 that all books be vetted by his deputy, a decision made following the publication of a pamphlet by the Dominican friar Andreas Zamometič alleging that Pope Sixtus IV engaged in heresy, simony, immorality, and nepotism. 10 In 1486 the Archbishop of Mainz, Berthold of Henneberg, required approval of all books to be printed in his diocese.
The first churchwide equivalent was contained in a bull of Pope Innocent VIII of 17 November 1487, Inter multiplices.
11
As in England, books had to go to peer review (or, more negatively put, censorship) prior to publication. This approval process became streamlined and codified in the Code of Canon Law, which required publishers of Catholic materials to apply for the imprimatur ('let it be printed'), nihil obstat ('nothing stands in the way'), and (if appropriate) the imprimi potest ('it can be printed'), prior to publication.
Not all welcomed the process. Thomas Merton, in his spiritual autobiography The Seven Storey Mountain, described his reaction, before his conversion, on opening a newly acquired book written by the French philosopher É tienne Gilson:
I unwrapped the package to gloat over my acquisitions. It was only then that I saw, on the first page of The Spirit of Medieval Philosophy the small print which said 'Nihil obstat. . . imprimatur.' The feeling of disgust and deception struck me like a knife in the pit of the stomach. I felt as if I had been cheated! They should have warned me that it was a Catholic book. 12 Merton's view as a reader conflicts with those of contemporary publishers. There was a code of canon law promulgated in 1917 that covered the time period during which Merton wrote, and which was updated in 1983 under the auspices of Pope St. John Paul II. Before the 1983 code, publishers were keen on obtaining the imprimatur. Goodwine reports, Many books -very often textbooks of mathematics, physics, civics, and so on -that do not require the imprimatur or any previous censorship, since they have nothing to do with religion or morality, are sent to the censor's office. When they are returned with the note that they need no censorship and do not have to carry the imprimatur, the publisher is disappointed and feels that he has been cheated of the Catholic market. 15 'Books which regard questions pertaining to sacred scripture, theology, canon law, ecclesiastical history, and religious or moral disciplines cannot be used as texts on which instructions are based in elementary, middle, or higher schools unless they have been published with the approval of competent ecclesiastical authority or have been approved by it subsequently. ' 16 A similar requirement is made (Can. 827 §4) of books that are to be sold in churches. It is also highly recommended (Can. 827 §3) that all works on these subjects, not merely those intended for instruction or sale in churches, be vetted for accuracy.
The process for approval is relatively simple. A book in pursuit of approval is submitted to the bishop, 17 who in turn selects a censor: 'The conference of bishops can compile a list of censors outstanding in knowledge, correct doctrine, and prudence, to be available to diocesan curias or can also establish a commission of censors which local ordinaries can consult; the right of each local ordinary to entrust judgment regarding books to persons he approves, however, remains inviolate.' A censor, chosen by the bishop, reads the manuscript and renders an opinion on it: 'If it is favorable, the ordinary, according to his own prudent judgment, is to grant permission for publication to take place, with his name and the time and place of the permission granted expressed. If he does not grant permission, the ordinary is to communicate the reasons for denial to the author of the work.'
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The process has a slight variation should the author be a member of a book-writing religious order, such as the Jesuits or the Dominicans. The above regulations still hold, but now approval must also be sought from the head of the religious order or whomsoever he delegates. What makes this richer and variable is that each of the religious orders has its own set of rules, regulations, and traditions, some of which may touch on the right reason for, and proper road to, publication.
19 Franciscans were early enthusiasts for the pre-censorship of books. The Constitutiones Narbonnenses of St. Bonaventure in 1260 proclaimed that authors who do not obtain the permission of the minister general of the Franciscan order, or the provincial or the general chapter, prior to publication were to spend three days on bread and water alone and to be deprived of all writing materials. 20 Such approval from a superior in a religious order is marked by the words imprimi potest (i.e., it can be printed).
the work of a censor Canon law regarding the imprimatur outlines a typical university press peer-review process. A censor with expertise in the discipline plays the role of peer reviewer and submits a report to the bishop. If publication is warranted, the censor issues the verdict of nihil obstat. Should the bishop concur ('according to his own prudent judgment'), the manuscript gets approved for publication; it receives the imprimatur. If the manuscript does not pass this peer-review process, the bishop is to explain why not (in written form), and the author has a chance, should he or she so choose, to revise the manuscript accordingly.
The review process is not a witch-hunt looking for heresy encoded everywhere. This is an important point, as Coriden notes regarding a censor's review: 'It must leave room for the complexity and confusion of even official teaching, which is never complete, often deliberately ambiguous, and sometimes in conflict with itself. (Bishops have been known to disagree!). . . A broad and healthy freedom of expression is absolutely necessary if these publications are to perform their vital functions for a church which both believes and thinks.' 21 Coriden's words echo sentiments expressed by Goodwine:
The primary duty of the censor, therefore, is to examine the doctrinal content of the book in light of Catholic teaching. His nihil obstat merely signifies that there is no objection, from the standpoint of Catholic dogma and teaching, to the content of the book. . . . It is certainly permissible for him to point out in his report the merits and value of a particular book; but all that is required is a negative judgment that the work contains nothing contrary to faith and morals. . . . Where there is diversity of thought within the bounds of truth, liberty of discussion and expression is to be allowed. The censors are to observe a safe middle course in approving and condemning matters submitted to them, being careful to avoid excessive rigor and excessive indulgence. . . . The censor must not be too rigorous or demanding. His attitude must not be obstructive of progress. He may not condemn an opinion merely because he does not agree with it, especially if such an opinion is tolerated by the Church or freely discussed in the schools.
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infallible approval? One of the paramount requirements for a publishing house to be a full member of the Association of American University Presses is that it engage in peer review. 23 In essence, peer review at a modern university press resembles the processes set up in sixteenth-century Europe. Namely, a press selects experts in a particular discipline to read and evaluate the manuscript. As with a censor, the reviewer is asked whether publication is recommended or not. The reviewer, again like most censors, adds comments to explain (if the recommendation is not favourable) why the book does not merit the imprimatur of the publishing house, like that of a bishop. When faced with a negative outcome, the author is provided with the comments of the reviewer/censor and is given the opportunity to resubmit a revised manuscript. In the 1917 Code of Canon Law, there is a requirement that many university presses might like to see adopted: it was mandated that although an author might seek approval for publication from a different bishop, the author had to declare that he had been denied an imprimatur by a previous bishop.
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Imagine if authors solemnly had to state whether their manuscripts had been turned down elsewhere, and by whom, at the time of submission! The results of the process, though, are not foolproof. In 1848, Stephen Keenan wrote A Doctrinal Catechism. 25 This book contained on page 305 the question, 'Must not Catholics believe the Pope in himself to be infallible?', which meets with the response, 'This is a Protestant invention; it is no article of the Catholic faith; no decision of his can oblige, under pain of heresy, unless it be received and enforced by the teaching body -that is, by the bishops of the Church.' Endorsed by a bishop and vicar apostolic, the book received an imprimatur from Bishop Hughes (known as 'Dagger John') of New York but ran into problems after the declaration of papal infallibility in 1870. It is a glorious example, though, of a censor allowing 'a diversity of thought within the bounds of truth' to permit publication of a statement that was, at the time, not a settled teaching of the church. The third American edition, published in 1876, had the passage expunged and displays the imprimatur of John, Cardinal McCloskey of New York.
The same fallibility holds true in the secular world, where, to use Heidi Klum's phrase from Project Runway, 'One day you're in, the next day you're out.' Albert Einstein, as an example, developed the general theory of relativity in 1915. Soon after, he published a solution to his equations, one that described the entire universe. 26 However, Einstein described a universe that was static. Once it was discovered that the universe was expanding, Einstein's solution was beaten out by that of the Belgian priest Fr. Georges Lemaître 27 and others who had come up with an expanding-universe solution to general relativity, later mockingly dubbed the Big Bang theory.
Einstein, in addition to seeing his theories rebutted once observational data came in, was not fond of peer review. His article with Nathan Rosen, 'Do Gravitational Waves Exist?' (to which the authors answered 'no'), was sent to the American journal Physical Review. The peer reviewer raised issues with the paper, which elicited the following response from Einstein: 'We had sent you our manuscript for publication and had not authorized you to show it to specialists before it is printed. I see no reason to address the -in any case erroneous -comments of your anonymous expert. On the basis of this incident I prefer to publish the paper elsewhere.' The journal editor did not yield in his reply: 'I could not accept for publication in the Physical Review a paper which the author was unwilling I should show our editorial board before publication.' Einstein would never publish in Physical Review thereafter. It is curious, and perhaps not uncommon in peer review, that the final article was published elsewhere 28 with a different answer to the question, 'Do gravitational waves exist?' From their original 'no,' the authors changed their answer to 'yes,' as the Physical Review referee had suggested. 29 It is ironic, then, that when the existence of gravitational waves was confirmed experimentally, newspapers greeted the event with headlines, such as 'Einstein proved right.' Without peer review, he would have been found wrong! Peer review is, naturally, not plain sailing, for authors or referees. One of the greatest books in the field of numerical analysis, which spawned a minor publishing industry, was turned down after peer review by a leading university press when a censor/peer reviewer commented that it was too dry. 30 Staff members of the elite journal Physical Review Letters (PRL) used to circulate copies of a rival publication, Physics Letters A (PLA), in which articles in PLA that had been rejected by PRL after peer review were clearly marked. (One wonders if PLA reciprocated.) Also from the science world, even with vigorous and rigorous peer review, a significant fraction of the results from psychology experiments are not confirmed upon replication by other researchers. 31 And, sad to say, most acquisitions editors have had to decline publication of a manuscript they believed to be high quality either because of difficulties with the peer reviewers (no nihil obstat) or with the faculty editorial committee (no imprimatur).
University presses may not like to admit it, but while they are committed to high standards of peer review, there is also censorship. To be clear, I speak not of a manuscript that deals with, say, intelligent design or one that engages in Holocaust denial. There is no need for university presses to 'publish the controversy.' 32 But every press at which I have worked has had discussions in which an editorial committee member has begun a sentence with 'None of us is in favor of censorship but. . .' that resulted in further rounds of review, against standard practice, that seemed designed to bring negative reports back to the committee.
beyond mere peers Once publication occurs, there is a further level of review. With open access, in whatever shades of openness and accessibility it comes, the future of the peer-review process and levels and openness of peer review may change. This in turn poses questions for tenure committees and the decisions they make.
In the past, scientists shared articles prior to publication (preprints) with friends and colleagues to help hone their arguments; talks at conferences and in seminars also provided critical feedback on articles or books to be published. Now, by depositing an almost-ready article on arxiv.org, or on an institutional repository or Academia.edu, the same function is served, and there is informal feedback on a posted article long before the draft is submitted for publication. (So far my only posting to the server resulted only in two emails, received swiftly after posting, both requesting that I add articles recently published by the email senders to my list of references. These I duly, and dully, incorporated into the printed version of record.) 33 But what of scholarly books? Almost all of them are available on Amazon.com and similar outlets, and Amazon.com permits anyone to comment on a book -whether their customer review is signed or anonymous. Aren't these akin to anonymous peer review? Should such anonymous comments be taken into account by a tenure committee, given that book reviews in scholarly journals are always signed and thus likely to be more positive? Recently I read a book review of a project that I had declined, due to severely negative comments by the peer reviewers; the book review was fairly even-handed, signed, and yet penned by the same person who had been our most negative anonymous reviewer.
There are, perhaps, two extremes of post-publication review. One, the '$24.95 review,' is the positive feedback of people who liked the book so much, based on what they had heard or read about it, that they purchased a copy. The other, to come full circle, is book burning. Book burnings have taken place throughout history. Often it has been governments or religions that were responsible, which is surely chilling and goes against the First Amendment concept of free speech. In the Acts of the Apostles, 34 we read of voluntary book burnings by authors, similar to those of Cardinal Allen, in that case of books by magicians newly converted to belief in Jesus. Book burning, however odious we may think it, is a strident, negative review -one that certainly suggests the book owner is not pleased with the purchase. The words of Justice Brennan, writing for the majority for the US Supreme Court in the landmark case of Johnson v. Texas, which dealt with flag burning, are worth remembering. Replacing the word 'flag' with 'book' yields this opinion:
One's response to the [book] burner may exploit the uniquely persuasive power of the [book] itself. We can imagine no more appropriate response to burning a [book] than waving one's own, no better way to counter a [book] burner's message than by saluting the [book] that burns, no surer means of preserving the dignity even of the [book] that burned than by -as one witness here did -according its remains a respectful burial. We do not consecrate the [book] by punishing its desecration, for in doing so we dilute the freedom that this cherished emblem represents.
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Rather than burn a book one dislikes or with which one disagrees, I suggest a more modest approach (summed up in the exultant tones of Clive James's great poem 'The Book of My Enemy Has Been Remaindered'): namely, call to mind the vast numbers of remaindered books available for a few cents a title at CIROBE, and the acquisitions editors and marketing staff who felt certain these books would sell. Reflect on James's words, with which he depicts 'the monumental extent / In which the chastisement of remaindering has been meted out / To the book of my enemy,' and rejoice. 36 After all, Tyndale's translations of the Bible were burnt over five hundred years ago, yet now they are available on Amazon.com for $1.99. Perhaps letting it be remaindered would have been a better strategy.
conclusions The Reformation began with book burnings, in the face of publication of religious tracts with which the government disagreed. To avoid the inefficiency of book burning, destroying presses, and the like, both Anglican and Catholic churches moved to a process in which manuscripts submitted for publication were vetted by experts in the field and given a (literal) stamp of approval. Thus, from the ashes of burned books rose the phoenix of peer review.
trevor lipscombe is the director of the Catholic University of America Press. He has never burnt manuscripts with which he disagreed, but his children may well have used them for scrap paper. 
